Notcutt is interested mainly in persons as going concerns, and is only secondarily interested in the advancement of a science of persons: Eysenck is primarily a scientist, and studies personality as a natural phenomenon. Both recognize (Notcutt explicitly, pp. 13-14) the divergence of aim and its parallel in medicine in the differing emphasis of clinician and scientist. For reasons themselves largely psychological it is difficult today to find a " clinical scientist " in either medicine or psychology, and but little easier to achieve a genuine mutual respect as a working basis. This personal difference is well reflected in the general approach of the two authors. Notcutt is warmer, more " humane", and tempted to generalize without providing adequate evidence; Eysenck rather more detached, decidedly impersonal, and abounding with facts and figures. A few samples will suffice to bring this out. On p. 165 Notcutt says flatly, and without supporting evidence, " a self-rating scale is not even the roughest approximation to a true picture of the person ". By contrast, Eysenck devotes two pages, at the end of a 30-page chapter on questionnaires and inventories (which bristles with factual data and references), to a balanced consideration of their inherent weaknesses under various conditions. Similarly, Notcutt is so untroubled by the restrictions of scientific method that on p. 171 he is able to state unabashedly that " the most fruitful use of projective analysis is the interpretation of attitudes " (reviewer's italics). However true this may be for the clinician seeking " leads " in dealing with the single case, it is just the sort of subjective feature which causes psychology to present so contradictory a picture of personality. This is not the same as saying that there are no contradictory elements in personality; to the scientist, the challenge is to accommodate the contradictions in a lawful manner. Professor Vernon has a good deal to say about the use of the interview for assessing personality which could with profit be read by medical men, both in and out of industry. While recognizing its usefulness (when designed very carefully for a specific purpose) as one of a number of approaches, he makes it clear (as does Eysenck in a chapter on ratings) that its principal characteristics are unreliability and doubtful validity. This he attributes to the scope it gives the interviewer " to jump to false conclusions, and to be influenced by prejudices and unsound theories ". In this connexion he quotes (p. 28) from an important American study in which it was found that the degree of confidence felt by the judges in any method (involving personal contact, but excluding objective tests) provided completely misleading indications of its true value ! This may not be irrelevant when attempting to evaluate Notcutt's enthusiasm (pp. 157, 188 et seq.) for the " achievements " of the War Office Selection Boards and the equivalent American procedures. The objective evaluations of validity for these methods are more sober, and it is likely that Notcutt's judgement was too much affected by his dislike of tests as atomistic, in contrast with the holism of the Gestalt school to which he adhered. Vernon is more balanced in his view than either Notcutt or Eysenck on this issue.
Quite apart from the merits and demerits of the books themselves, in what way does their appearance add to our knowledge of human personality ? Is the confidence of the intelligent, educated and enquiring non-psychologist likely to be enhanced or shaken as he considers our achievements to date ? And are the prospects good for fresh advance ? To these questions some answer must be essayed, but before doing so one point must be made clear if writer and reader are not to be at cross-purposes. The point in question can be simply stated: the answers to these questions will depend for their meaning and value upon whether or not they imply a belief in the desirability and feasibility of studying personality by rigorous scientific means. If the reader does not accept that implication, then it is likely if not indeed certain that he will reject the answers and not trouble to read any of the books. If he does not accept it, but shares the " holistic and longitudinal " views of Notcutt, he will probably ignore the given answers but read the three books in the order Notcutt, Vernon, Eysenck; the chances of his finishing the last are probably slim ! From this incomplete coverage of the possible responses it will be evident that the writer himself accepts the implication, and his answers should be evaluated accordingly. To the first question, In what way does the appearance of these three books add to our knowledge of human personality ? the answer is affirmative. Eysenck and Vernon bring together in manageable compass a previously. ill-assorted and apparently incoherent mass of data, showing in the process that some intelligible pattern is emerging. Notcutt, approaching from almost the opposite direction by different means of transport, hastens to clothe the framework which they have so indecently exposed, lamenting the while that it is inhuman and lifeless. To the second question, How is the confidence of the layman likely to be affected ? the answer is probably " Not at all ", because facts do not carry much weight where self-acknowledged experts are involved; but to this there can be exceptions if the non-psychologists are truly enquiring and very persevering. Finally, are the prospects good for fresh advance ? They are in some ways better than they were, but we are desperately short of first-class minds, committed to the rigorous demands of the scientific method while capable of formulating new hypotheses which are testable. The psychoanalytic and the Gestalt schools were rich in hypotheses and weak in scientific method, the factoranalysts and test-oriented investigators are on surer methodological foundations, freer from temptation to generalize, but in danger of sterility.
